The major differences that the framework structure seem to have made are:
(1) The mandatory bid is no longer treated as the only means to protect minority shareholders (2) Changes have been made to the description of the supervisory body (3) The extent of court intervention is addressed.
The issue discussed here is the extent of possible court intervention in a bid.
DIRECTIVE'S PROVISIONS
The directive specifically provides for a 
EUROPEAN RIGHT
A further argument is that the right under European law to an 'adequate remedy' could provide scope for litigation during the bid on the ground that compensation would not be an adequate remedy. This argument requires a tortuous reading of the directive, which o appears to provide that the right to claim compensation will be an adequate remedy, whilst reserving the {bowers of the courts to permit the supervisory authority to complete its work on the bid itself. The DTI paragraph continues: The DTI document also questions who would be liable to pay compensation. The directive 'does not make it clear'. It does not need to be clear. The directive is concerned with the provision of an adequate remedy, not who is to be the defendant, which is therefore a matter for member states. © Professor Janet Dine University of Essex
